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ABSTRACT 

The significance of a planning-prograaing-budget ing 
system for educational use lies in its ability to improve educational 
planning and cost effectiveness. As part of the Western New York PPBS 
project, a model for implementing PPBS. in districts of fewer than 
25,000 students was developed and tested. The completed model 
consists of three components: planning, programing, and budgeting. 
This document reports on the four elements in the programing 
component: (1) program structure, the framework designed to achieve 

educational objectives; (2) program criteria, the measures of 
effectiveness of stated programs; (3) feedback mechanisms, the 
procedures to facilitate information return on costs and attainment 
of objectives; and (4) multiyear cost, the techniques to facilitate 
forecasting of future educational needs* (BA) 
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Board of Education 
Union Free District No. 2 
Town of Cheeklowaga 
Cheoktowaga, New York 

Attention: Mr. John Murphy, Associate Director 
PPBS PROJECT 

Dear Mr. Murphy: 



In accordance with Vie agreement be twe'ci the Maryvale School 



District and the Department of Educational Administration, state Univer- 
sity of New York at Buffelo, Vie ck velom^nt of selected elements for the 
Programming Componunc of the Western New York PPBS Project has been 
completed. 



The purpose in designing these selected elements was to supply 



school districts having student enrollments of 25, 000 or less with an illus - 
trative district-wide program design which would facilitate the implemen- 
tation of PPBS. The activities engaged in by the class provided its mem- 
bers with a valuable portion of their course experience m educational ad- 
ministration. 



The Phase I study group Is grateful to jou and members of your 



staff for their excellent cooperation. It is equally thankful to the Phase I 
staff members who have provided guidance and leadership in this learning 
experience. 
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R. Oliver Gibson, Chairman 
Department of Educational 



Administration 
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CHAPTER I 



NATURE AW DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Background 

In the past, traditional line item and other types of budgets have 
provided minimal and fragmentary information for planning. The types 
of budgets used in most districts in the United States have achieved 
a certain degree of commonality and may be categorized as : (l) the 

object-oriented budget ; (2) the function-object budget; and, (3) the 
planning-prcgramming-budgeting system. (l) Most districts are now 
'derating on function-object budgets. This type tries to identify 
operating costs by dividing the total educational operation into specific 
object categories, then sub-divides these into their respective components 
as determined by function and object, thus arriving at a series of 
sub-totals (sub-expenses). This type has evolved more as a means to 
control ever-expanding areas of management on a non-integrative , 
short-range cost accounting basis. In contrast to the PPBS type, 
this type is more concerned with inputs rather than outputs, and 
projects needs and costs on a year-tc-year basis only. 

The traditional line-item budget has remained limited in its usefulness 
for fiscal accounting and defining broad operational programs. A 
budget more useful for specific programs and sub-programs designed to 
meet operationally-achievable objectives is the program budget. 

The program budget breaks the traditional bond among long-existing 
designated categories by redistribution of elements within them 
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according to the programs containing them. This can provide the 
average person concerned with educational costs the ability to see 
just where funds are being allocated and spent. This does not 
necessarily imply that a reduction in operating cost will result. 

To believe so is to consider PPBS a panacea, which it isn’t. Rather, 
it means that it is possible to forecast operating costs and needs with 
greater accuracy, flexibility and accountability . Visualized programs 
can expand or be discontinued as the need arises, as determined t>y managers 
in control at each levcJ in the system. 

Beginning with the federal government's decision to implement PPES via 
RAND Corporation's assistance, the program budget aspect of PPBS has 
&i - racted the attention of educators as well, It is, however, only since 
the early 1960 1 s that operational program budgets have existed, & relatively 
short time in which to expect a massive change-over to take place in 
education. While it may be true that there are plans 3uch as the 
5-5-5 Plan to introduce PPBS into governmental activities, only certain 
modified portions of the total Planning Programming Budgeting approach 
have been operationalized. According to Hartley, some of the schools 
using a modified approach include the following: the Baltimore City 

Public Schools, the Chicago Public Schools; the Dade County, Florida, 

Fublic Schools; the Memphis City Schools; the Philadelphia Public 
Schools; the Sacramento City Unified School District; the Seattle Public 
Schools; and the schools in the Westchester, New York, intermediate 
school district. (2) 
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The increasing complexity, variety, and amount of educational costs 
reflect the need for better financial planning in schools. Any budget 
is merely an estimate of planned expenses for a given period* The 
traditional budget is constructed so that its legal power and control 
exists only from the beginning of one fiscal year to its ending. 

However, since most schools do not begin and cease operation on these 
dates, there is a time of overlap and confusion. A projected program 
budget aims to avoid this through multi-year financial planning. 

Until now there has been little emphasis on determining the total 
cost of individual programs in relation to the system as a whole. 

This has resulted in a yearly determination of separate itemized 
expenses on a limited year-to-year basis, rather than on a longer {e.g., 
five year) plan as typically used in PPBS. Frequently, much-needed 
programs have been eliminated and rev ones prevented from emerging 
due to a shifting in allocation of funds. Had multi-year cost 
projection techniques been used, it is possible that these shortcomings 
could have been avoided. Phasing-out and phasing -in of programs should 
have been viewed in terms of both immediate and long-range benefits , 
thus allowing for more innovative approaches in the total educational 
system, something which traditional budgets have ignored. Smaller 
school systems, with the impetus of ESEA grants , are beginning to 
realize this and are attempting to implement a change toward PPBS. 

One difficulty for schools incorporating a PPB system is the lack 
of familiarity of personnel with PPBS. Thus, one of the main facets to 
be considered by a district proposing to move into the area of PPBS i3 
that of having an informed professional staff and an informed public 
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It is obvious that effective public relations will be needed to 
accomplish this. 

Any district considering the PPBS approach to budgeting should realize 
that it will take some time and effort before a change is complete. 
Objectives and programs unique to its own needs will have to be developed. 
The traditional budget, in the meantime, will and should continue to 
exist, with modifications incorporated as determined. If this is done, 
an eventual PPB system can then provide for financial planning in 
harmony within the total educational operation. 

W . N.Y. PPBS Project 

On November 21 , 19&7 i the Regional Advisory Council of Project 
Innovation, the Regional Supplementary Education Center for Western 
New York, officially recognized the need for the development and testing 
of an operational illustrative model for applying Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting Systems (PPBS) in those public school districts of Western 
New York haying a student enrollment of 25 $000 pupils or less. The 
development of the illustrative model has been undertaken as the 
W.N.Y. PPBS Project The completed model consists of three components; 
a planning component, a programming component, and a budgeting component, 

Encouragement for this project has come from t> ' Western New York Chapter 
of the Association of School Business Officials of the Erie County 
Board of Cooperative Educational Services. Additional support has been 
expressed by Dr. Austin D. Swanson, educational finance specialist of 
the Faculty of Educational Studies at the State University of New 
York at Buffalo, and from Dr. Samuel Bennett, District Superintendent 




Maryvale Central School District of Cheektowaga, New York. (3) 




